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REMARKS: 

Claims 5-24 are pending in the appliGation. Claims 1-4 were previously cancelled. Claims 
16-19 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No, 6,073,241 to 
Rosenberg et al. (-'Rosenberg"), Claims 5-15 and 20-24 were r^ected under 35 Q^S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Rosenberg in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,167,441 to Himmel ("HimmeFO- 

Reconsideration of the application in view of the previous amendments ay^d the following 
reniarks is respectfully f equested. 

R^iectioD under 35 IJ>S.C> g lOlfb^i 

Claims 16-19 were rejected un^ lQ2(b) as being anticipated by Rosenberg, 

AppHpant respectfully traverses the rejectioii; 

Rosmberg describes aii apparatus and niethod for tracking world wide web brewer requests 
across distinct domairi ilames using cookies. See Rosetiberg at Abstract. Tlie method iBcludes the 
stejp of idMtijfying a ftom a first browser at a first server computer and assigning the 

browser a imique ideiitificatiori code, convey ing the unique identification code to a second server 
having a different domain iiame, and associating a future request by the same web browser to the 
second server via the identification code, so as to track a web browser across distinct domains in the 
world wide web. See Rosenberg, colmnn 3, lines 11 to 24, Tlie puqsose is to track a web browser 
associated with a user, to iddntiiy content preferences and interests of that individual user. See 
Rosenberg, Golumn 3, lines 3 1 to 24. 

Independent claim 16 of the present application recites the steps of a first browser 
transmitting a first key information to a first server application of the server, the browser-adapting 
server application of the server obtaining a second key information regarding a second browser^ and 
the browser-adapting server application of the server comparing the second key information with 
the stored first key information. It is respectfully submitted that Rosenberg does not disclose these 
features. In the claimed invention, there is only one server, havhig a first server application and a 
browsei^adapting server appiic ationv In contrast, Rosenberg merely de the use of a pinrality 

of servers, a first server 24A and a second server or sM of servers B 24B, &e Rosenberg, column 7, 
line 62 to col ymn line 6. Moreover, Rosenberg describes merely one browser, tiot two. See 
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Ebsenbetg, eoliM lirias 1 to 5. Rosenberg describes a method of setting a eookie wherein the 
seecmd server determines if a cookie has already been set, and if so^ the second server overwrites the 
first cookie. See Rosenberg, column 6, lines 25 to 47. Nowhere does Rosenberg disclose a first 
browser transmitting a first key infermation to a first server application of the server, the browser- 
adapting server application of the server obtaining a second key information regarding a second 
browser, m the browser-adapting server application of the server comparing the second key 
information with the stored first key information. As snch, it is respectfully submitted that 
Rosenberg fails to disclose each and every feature recited in independent claim 16> TherejEc^re, 
Rosenberg caruiot anticip^ claim 16 or any of its dependent claims 17-19. Applicai^ y e$peetfiilly 
requests that the r^ection of claims 16-19 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) based on Rosenberg be 
withdrawn. 

Rei^tioa uiider 35 tJ,S.C. S tOSfsiY: 

Glainis 5-15 and 20-24 were rgected^M^ as being unpatentable over 

Rosenberg in view of HirnniqL Applicant respectfully tmverseis the leieetion. 

Himmeldescrifoesthe of a sei^^r appli^ calM an g^gent, which detects the 
capabilities of a partk^ device. See Himmel, CQlumn 2, lin^ 25 to 32 and column S, lines 

31 to 36. Depending tipon client device capability, the client request to the server is selectively 
redirected to a version of aie r^U^ webpage which the client is capable of displaying or 

downloading. See Himniel, colintin 2, lines 32 to 35 and column 4, lines 42 to 54, The agent 
detects the client device by reading the client browser type from the header information contained in 
the client request, and the server then transmits the appropriate webpage to the client. See Himmel, 
column 5, lines 52 to 56 and column 7, lines 38 to 39. 

Independent cl amis 5 and 22 recite the step of 'testing an information adaptation method of 
the browser-adapting server application of the server using the key information so as to ensure that 
the browser-adapting server application functions properly with each of the plurality of browsers.'^' 
As noted in the Final Office Action, at page 4, Rosenberg doe^ not disclose such a step. It is 
respectfully submitted that Himmel also does not disclose or suggest this feature. In the claimed 
iBvention, the step of 'testing an information adaptation metliod of tlie browser-adapting server 
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application of the server" is performed. In contrast, Himmel merely describes th of selecting a 
webpage customized for use with a particular known browser type, based upon browser information 
detected by the agent Sfe^ Himmel, column 7, lines 18 to 26 and lines 55 to 63. The selection in 
Himmel is performed using a database of known browser tj^es, fe^ Himmel, column 8, lines 48 to 
5 0. Himmel does not disclose or suggest testing an infortnation adapta^^ of the browser- 

adapting server ^plication of the server, or any other step "so as to ensure that the browser- 
adapting server application functions properly with each of the plurality of browsers." As such, it is 
respectfully submitted thai Rosenberg and Hinimel^ individually and in combinatioh, fail to disclose 
or suggest each and every feature reeited in independent claitns 5 attd 22. Therefore, a combination 
of Rosenberg and HimmeK to the eKtent proper, could not render claims 5 and 22, nor depqrtdenl 
clainis 6-15, 20. 23. and 24, obvious. Applicant respectfully requests that the rejectiion of claims; 5- 
15, 20, 22, 23, and 24 under 33 § 103(a) based on Rosenberg in view of Himmel be 

withdrawn* 

Claim 21 depends from claim 16 and was r^eeted un^ 35 U-S-C. Sl03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rosenberg in view of Himmel As outlined ?tbpve, it is respeetfljily suht^ 
that Rosenberg does not disclose tlie steps of a first browser transmitting a first key infonxiatiDii to a 
first server application of the server^ the browser-adapting server appiieation of the server obtaining 
a second key information regarding ^ secottd bro:wser^ m^^Q browser-adapting server applicatloii 
of the server Gornparing the second key information with the stored first key information. It is also 
respectfully submitted that Himmel does not disclose these features. Himmel describes merely the 
use of one browser, and does not disclose comparing the second key information with the stored 
first key information. As such, it is respectfully submitted that Rosenberg and Himmel, individually 
and in combination, fail to disclose or suggest each and every feature recited in claim 21, and a 
comb ination of Rosenberg and Himmel, to the extent proper, could not render claim 2 1 obvious. 
Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claim 21 under 35 § 103(a) be 

withdrawn. 
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CONCLUSION 

Eacli aad every point raised in the Final Office Action mailed March 31, 2008 has been 
addressed on the basis of the abo ve remarks. In view of the foregoing, it is believed that claims 5- 
24 are in condition for allowance and it is respeetfiilly requested that the appiicatiQn be reconsidered 
and that all pending claims be allowed and the case passed to issue. 

If there are any other issues remaining which the Examiner believes could be resolved 
through a Supplemental Response or an Examiner's Amendment, the Examiner is respectfully 
requested to cpntael the undersigned at the telephone number indicated below. 

Dated: May 30, 2008 Reqsectfully submitted. 




Erik Swanson 



ELegistration No.: 40,833 
DARBY & DARBY P.C, 
P.O. Box 5257 

New York, New York 10150-5257 
(212) 527-7700 
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